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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Gregory Oxendine pled guilty to conspiracy to possess with intent
to distribute and to distribute cocaine in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846
(1994), and was sentenced to a term of ninety-two months incarcera-
tion, but was continued on bond to allow him to continue cooperation
with the government. The government later moved for a reduction of
sentence pursuant to Rule 35(b), Federal Rules of Criminal Proce-
dure, based on his substantial assistance. The district court granted the
motion and reduced Oxendine's sentence to sixty months. Oxendine
appeals the reduced sentence, challenging the extent of the district
court's reduction. We find that we lack jurisdiction to review the
extent of the reduction. See 18 U.S.C. § 3741(a) (1994); see also
United States v. Pridgen, 64 F.3d 147, 149-50 (4th Cir. 1995) (hold-
ing that § 3742(a) governs appeals of rulings on Rule 35(b) motions);
United States v. Hill, 70 F.3d 321, 323-24 (4th Cir. 1995) (finding
that appellant review of extent of downward departure is not autho-
rized under § 3742(a)).

We therefore dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED
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